STAFFORD COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
November 18, 2020

The meeting of the Stafford County Planning Commission of Wednesday, November 18, 2020, was
called to order at 4:30 PM by Chairman Steven Apicella, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers of the
George L. Gordon, Jr., Government Center and at remote locations throughout the County.

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Steven Apicella (remote), Darrell English, Barton Randall, Albert Bain,
Kristen Barnes, Dexter Cummings, Fillmore McPherson

MEMBERS ABSENT: None

STAFF PRESENT: Jeff Harvey, Lauren Lucian, Stacie Stinnette, Mike Zuraf, Brian Geouge,
Trent Funkhouser, Douglas Morgan, Joseph Valotta

Mr. Apicella: 1 hope everybody can hear me. Would somebody just say yes or no?

Mr. McPherson: Yes.

Mr. English: You’re good.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, great. | will be participating today from a remote location here in Stafford. |
would ask the Commission for its approval to allow me to participate remotely. And I’ll ask for that
by voice vote.

Mr. McPherson: So moved.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you. Is there a second?

Mr. Randall: Second.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you Mr. Randall. All those in favor say aye.

All Commissioners: Aye.

Mr. Apicella: Opposed? Okay, thank you everybody. Two more points to make — voting on motions
this afternoon will be conducted by voice votes. And secondly, if we have any technical issues, Mr.
English will take over as Chairman. Are there any declarations or disqualifications on any agenda

item?

DECLARATIONS OF DISQUALIFICATION

Mr. Randall: Yes, Mr. Chairman, | want to make it known that | had a meeting... a couple of meetings
and a phone call with the Embrey Mill folks; they’re second on the public hearing. And we had a good
talk about what they were going to be bringing forth to us today.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, thank you. Anybody else? 1 will say that I also met with the applicant on item
number 2, | want to say it was sometime in February or March before the rise of the pandemic. Okay,
thank you. Are there any changes to the agenda Mr. Harvey?

Mr. Harvey: Mr. Chairman, there are no changes to the agenda.

Page 1 of 67



Planning Commission Minutes
November 18, 2020

Mr. Apicella: And I’ll just you to get started with were there any comments submitted in writing on
any agenda items, just so | can make sure | ask you at the right time?

Mr. Harvey: Mr. Chairman, we received a late comment with regard to the Downtown Stafford issue;
however, staff has not had the time to be able to provide the paper copies to the Commissioners or
print of a paper copy yet. | will note that this is New Business and not a public hearing.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, thank you Mr. Harvey. With that said, I’ll now open the Public Presentations
portions of today’s meeting. The public may have up to 3 minutes to comment on any matter, except
the four public hearing items on today’s agenda. There’ll be a separate comment period for each of
those public hearing items as they come up. If you would like to speak, please state your name and
address before starting your comments. The clock starts when the green light appears; yellow means
there’s 1 minute left; and red means you need to conclude your comments. So, if anyone would like to
speak, please come forward now. Okay, seeing no one, I’'m going to close the Public Presentations
portion of today’s meeting and, Mr. Harvey, item number 1.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. RC19152902; Reclassification — Tree Haven Rezoning - A proposed zoning reclassification
from the B-1, Convenience Commercial Zoning District to the A-2, Rural Residential Zoning
District on Tax Map Parcel No. 18-78, consisting of 3.67 acres (Property), to allow for the
development of 3 single-family dwellings. The Property is located at the southwest intersection
of Mountain View Road and Tree Haven Lane, within the Rock Hill Election District. (Time
Limit: February 26, 2021)

Mr. Harvey: Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, item number 1 is known as the Tree Haven Rezoning
application, and it will be presented by Brian Geouge.

Mr. Geouge: Good evening Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, Brian Geouge with the
Planning and Zoning Department. Can | get the presentation please? This request is for a
reclassification from the B-1, Convenience Commercial Zoning District to the A-2, Rural Residential
Zoning District to develop three single-family dwellings. This is Tax Map Parcel 18-78 consisting of
3.67 acres. The applicant is Camelia Denes and this is in the Rock Hill District. This property is
located at the southwest intersection of Mountain View Road and Tree Haven Lane as shown here
outlined in red. The property was rezoned from A-1 to B-1 in 1978. There are no proffers associated
with that rezoning. The B-1 rezoning was to allow the owner at the time to sell the property for
commercial use. The property is surrounded on all sides by single-family detached residential uses on
A-1 and A-2 zoned lots ranging from 1 to 3 acres in size. Here’s an aerial photograph of the property.
It is undeveloped and primarily wooded, with no known sensitive environmental resources. The
property has a high point generally in the center and slopes down gradually to the perimeter. There is a
small area at the northeast corner of the property that was split from the remainder of the land as a
result of right-of-way dedication for the realignment of Tree Haven Lane in 1989. This grassed area is
about one-sixth of an acre and is also encumbered with an overhead power line. A stormwater
management facility associated with Mountain View Road is located adjacent to the property to the
north. Here’s a street view from Mountain View Road looking at the property. You can see the fenced
stormwater management area there in the foreground. The Generalized Development Plan submitted
with the application, shown here, illustrates the site layout for the proposed single-family homes. The
GDP is oriented such that west is up. The three residential lots are proposed to be evenly subdivided
among the 3.67-acre parcel, ranging in size from 1 to 1% acre, and 230 to 240 feet in width. The lot
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size and configuration are consistent with many of the surrounding lots. The GDP shows potential
locations of 1-story, 1,700 square-foot dwellings. A canopy street tree would be located in the front
yard of each parcel which is typically required for new development. There is no use proposed on the
sixth of an acre non-contiguous portion of the property located at the north end that was created from
the realignment. The GDP also depicts the extension of a public water line along a portion of the
property’s frontage on Tree Haven Lane, along with the installation of two additional fire hydrants.
Fire and Rescue staff has indicated that the extension of the public line and additional hydrants is
needed to provide adequate fire protection as required by County Code and Statewide Fire Prevention
Code. Staff notes that if the property ultimately develops as a family subdivision, or is not subdivided
and developed with only one home, the County would not require the extension of a public line and
additional hydrants. If the Property is subdivided and the public water line is extended as shown on
the GDP, both lots 1 and 2 closest to Mountain View Road would be required to connect to public
water due to the proximity to the homes to the public water line. And we also note that all of these lots
will be served by septic drainfields. The Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map classifies the
property as part of the “Agricultural/Rural” designation — identified by the green shading on the map
shown here. The Comprehensive Plan states that single-family detached dwellings may be developed
at a maximum density of 1 unit per 3 acres in these areas. The proposal is not consistent with that
recommendation; however, it is staff’s opinion that the proposed use better conforms to the
recommendations of the Comp Plan than potential commercial development under the current B-1
zoning designation. The Comp Plan also recommends against extending public water lines outside of
the Urban Services Area, except in instances where the line is needed to improve water quality. Staff
finds that the public water line extension required with the proposed development, as described
previously, is in conflict with Comp Plan policies regarding extensions of water lines outside the USA;
because, in this case, the extension would not be for the purpose of creating loops. Such extension of a
public line outside the Urban Services Area also requires a Comprehensive Plan Compliance Review;
however, if the Board were to accept a proposed proffer for construction of the public water line, that
public line would become a feature of the Comprehensive Plan and a compliance review would not be
necessary. This stipulation is outlined in Virginia Code. In this case, the applicant has proffered to
construct the water line unless the property is not subdivided, or is developed exclusively as a family
subdivision. Elevations were provided for this project, shown here. The proposed designs meet some
of the recommendation of the Neighborhood Design Standards Plan, including: similarity in mass,
scale and style between the proposed house styles and compared to nearby homes; avoidance of long,
unadorned wall planes; and symmetrically sloped roofs. Staff has evaluated how this request will
impact the public facility types listed here. And we note that this rezoning is subject to July 1, 2019
proffer legislation, which provides greater flexibility in the types of proffers that the County can
accept. The staff report evaluates which public facilities would be impacted. So, as far as schools go —
this would be in the attendance zone for Margaret Brent Elementary, Rodney E. Thompson Middle,
and Mountain View High — it is estimated that three homes would result in the... the three additional
homes would result in approximately three additional school-aged children. For the 2019 to 2020
school year, both Rodney E. Thompson Middle and Mountain View High are over 90% design
capacity, which is the basis for determining if a deficit exists. So, it would therefore be reasonable to
accept proffers to offset impacts to those two schools. Staff has estimated a reasonable per unit
dwelling contribution for schools based on methodology outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. Based
on this evaluation, staff has found that a monetary contribution of $27,943 per unit would be
considered reasonable to mitigate impacts to schools. Staff notes that the applicant has proposed
monetary contributions for schools in the amount of $1,000 per unit. For Parks and Recreation, staff
refers to the 2017 Parks Utilization Plan to determine if adequate levels of service exist for the area.
The plan does not identify the need for additional park facilities in this area. In regards to public
safety, the property is within the Garrisonville Fire and Rescue Station service area. The County’s
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response time standard is to respond to a call within 8 minutes 90% of the time. At the Garrisonville
station, the 90" percentile response time does not meet this standard. Therefore, staff has determined
that a service level deficit exists. Based on the impact evaluation methodology outline in the Comp
Plan, staff estimates an impact to the public safety in the amount of $1,192 per unit. The applicant has
proposed monetary contributions for public safety in the amount of $500 per unit. For transportation,
the three proposed homes would generate 28 vehicle trips per day. No TIA was required for this due to
the small amount of trips generated. The project would be subject to Transportation Impact Fees in the
amount of $2,999 per unit. The applicant has proposed the monetary contribution proffer for
transportation in the amount of $500 per unit; however, that could be credited towards the required
impact fee. The County has determined that a deficit also exists with general government services as it
relates to building space, especially court services. The CIP includes construction of a new courthouse
facility to address the service level deficit. However, that’s not expected to be complete until the year
2020... excuse me, 2030. For libraries, the Comp Plan does not identify the need for a new library
until the year 2023. Staff notes that based on state code, contributions for general government and
judicial services and libraries would be considered unreasonable regardless of existing deficits. No
profters for either of these facilities are proposed. Here’s a summary of the proposed proffers with this
application. They would require the construction of a public waterline and fire hydrants along Tree
Haven Lane generally as shown on the GDP, except if the property is not subdivided or if it is
subdivided exclusively for a family subdivision; it would require a cash contribution of $500 per unit
for transportation, $500 per unit for Fire and Rescue, and $1,000 per unit for schools; it would limit
development to no more than three single-family homes; and it would require the design stile of the
homes to be similar to the design submitted with the application. Staff finds several positives with this
proposal. It is consistent with the character and density of established residential uses in the vicinity.
The proposed zoning designation we feel better conforms to the recommendations of the Comp Plan
than the current Commercial zoning designation. And the building designs are consistent with many of
the recommendations of the NDS Plan. As for negatives, we note that the proposal is not consistent
with the Land Use recommendations in the Comp Plan of 1 unit per 3 acres in rural designated areas.
It is not consistent with the Comp Plan recommendations regarding extension of water lines outside the
Urban Services Area. And the impacts to schools and public safety are not fully mitigated. Although
there are several positive aspects with the application, staff is not recommending approval as we feel
the impacts to public facilities have not been adequately mitigated. And that concludes my
presentation.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you Mr. Geouge. Any questions for staff?

Mr. McPherson: | have one quick question Brian. Regarding the extension of the waterline, is the
existing waterline already outside of the USA that they’re going to be extending?

Mr. Geouge: There is an existing line along Mountain View Road, yes.

Mr. McPherson: So, the extension of a couple hundred feet would be extending something that’s
already outside of the USA?

Mr. Geouge: Correct.
Mr. McPherson: Okay, thank you.

Mr. Bain: | have a really minor question. On the photograph that you showed looking at the proposed
site, that little plot of land that’s going to be separate had been maintained; it looked like it had been
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mowed. If these three lots are developed and sold, will the first lot be responsible for continuing to
maintain that small area? What happens to it? I don’t want to see all of a sudden a weeded area that
nobody’s going to take care of. Do you have a sense for what would happen there?

Mr. Geouge: 1 expect that small piece would remain a part of that first lot that’s created off of
Mountain View Road. However, I’'m not sure what the circumstances are for the maintenance. It
could be that the adjoining owner on the other side of the road has just been, you know, maintaining it
as if it’s part of their lawn; I’m not positive. But I could defer to the applicant.

Mr. Bain: | was just wondering if maybe that owner could add that property to his, merge the two, just
to take care of that problem. Idon’t know.

Mr. Geouge: That is a potential solution as well, especially if it’s not going to be a practical use by
that first lot owner. There could be a boundary line adjustment that moves that over if they choose to
go that direction.

Mr. Bain: My other issue, as the staff has pointed out, is the inadequate proffers for schools and fire
and safety. Do you have any rationale offered? Has the applicant offered any rationale as to why their
proffer is so low compared to County recommendation?

Mr. Geouge: Idon’t have anything definite, so I’ll need to defer to the applicant on it.

Mr. Bain: We’ll wait and talk to them, thank you.

Mr. Randall: Mr. Geouge, | have a couple questions.

Mr. Apicella: Please, go ahead.

Mr. Randall: Sorry, thank you. Speaking about the proffers, you mentioned that the County has
determined that it’s a $27,000 roughly per unit. Is that estimate in line with other... do you use the
same methodology and the same format... same formula to determine that number as you do for every
other County application, correct?

Mr. Geouge: We do, yes.

Mr. Randall: Okay. And that waterline that we were just talking about by Commissioner McPherson.
What... is that required? Do they have to bring that line down to the first and second lot?

Mr. Geouge: Fire and Rescue staff have indicated that they will require that... inaudible, being talked
over.

Mr. Randall: In order for this to go through, they will require that.

Mr. Geouge: Yes. Unless, as I said, it’s either not subdivided and they only put one home on the
property, or if it’s subdivided as a family subdivision those requirements don’t kick in.

Mr. Randall: Don’t kick in for that.

Mr. Geouge: Yes.
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Mr. Randall: Alright. Does that include the two fire hydrants as well?
Mr. Geouge: Yes sir, it does.

Mr. Randall: Okay. And then when they build those two lots, those two lots will then have to be built
with connections to that waterline, correct?

Mr. Geouge: Correct.

Mr. Randall: Alright, thank you.

Ms. Barnes: 1 have a couple questions, too, if you don’t mind Chairman Apicella.
Mr. Apicella: Please, go ahead.

Ms. Barnes: What was the notification that was sent out for this? Was it just the immediate lots, or
was it expanded at all?

Mr. Geouge: It was the adjoining lots which include the lots directly across from this on Tree Haven
Lane, as well as Mountain View Road.

Ms. Barnes: Okay, but the... what is that, the Rose Hill... Rose Hill Farm, they didn’t get any
notification about this at all?

Mr. Geouge: Is that the one to the west of here?

Ms. Barnes: Yes.

Mr. Geouge: So, yes, those lots that back up to this property would have been notified.

Ms. Barnes: Okay. But across the street... [ mean, the neighborhood in general, it looks like it’s to the
west... only those lots. Because in Rock Hill I prefer to have a little bit of an expanded notification, so
that’s why I was asking about that. The other question | have is, do we have any accident reports from
that section in Mountain View from the Sheriff’s Department?

Mr. Geouge: | could research that and get back with you.

Ms. Barnes: Okay, thank you.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, any last questions?

Mr. English: One more question, Mr. Geouge. There’s no sewer lines, just waterline, correct?

Mr. Geouge: Correct.

Mr. English: Okay. That’s it, thank you.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, with no more questions... Mr. Cummings, do you have a question?
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Mr. Cummings: No, I’'m good, thanks.

Mr. Apicella: Okay. Alright, with no more questions, thank you Mr. Geouge. If the applicant is there,
if they’d like to come forward and make a presentation and/or answer questions.

Mr. Denes: Good evening everyone. My name is John Denes and I’'m Camelia Denes’ husband. And
we together own that property that we’re trying to rezone. The reason for this rezoning was that when
we purchased this property, we were looking to kind of save some money for the old time, for the old
age. And when we lost the frontage of that property, the property is not worth a whole lot right now.
So, we’re just looking for a way to develop this property to what it will benefit us with the initial
purchase of the property. So, that’s the one reason that we’re here today. For that one. With regards
to the proffers, we feel that we paying too much for $27,000 for the schooling system, and then extend
the waterline and install two fire hydrants. That would put us to where it’s not profitable for us
anymore. So, we agreed that we’re going to extend the waterline to where pretty much the County and
the people around that neighborhood will benefit in case their wells will go bad. And it’s kind of
costly for us to run that over there from one point to another. So, that’s why we came up with the
waterline and the fire hydrants instead of the the $27,000 for each property, and then I think it’s
another $2,000 for Fire and Rescue, and then another $1,000 for something else. We feel that
extending the waterline with two fire hydrants would be somewhat more beneficiary for everybody,
including us. With that saying, I think it’s kind of what we had to say, not a whole lot of other things
to it. Thank you.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, thank you sir. Don’t leave yet. We might have questions for you. Anybody have
questions for the applicant?

Mr. McPherson: | just have one question. When you purchased the property, was that before it was
rezoned to B-1, or did you purchase it when it was already B-1?

Mr. Denes: It was zoned B-1 and it was not disclosed to us that we could not build a house on it or do
anything else at that particular time.

Mr. McPherson: Okay, so it was after the original rezoning.
Mr. Denes: Yes, yes.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, anybody else?

Mr. English: Did you have a question about that?

Mr. Bain: No.

Mr. English: No, okay. No, I think that’s it Steven.

Mr. Apicella: Alright. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Denes: Thank you.

Mr. Apicella: So, I’'m going to open the public hearing on this item. This is an opportunity for the
public to comment on this specific request for a reclassification at Tree Haven. Before starting your
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comments, please state your name and address. The green light starts the clock. Yellow means there’s
1 minute left. Red means please conclude your comments. If anybody in the chambers would like to
come forward, please do so now.

Ms. Jaskiewicz: Maria Jaskiewicz. We’re at the cul-de-sac section of Tree Haven. And we were not
notified and we just saw the sign at the end of the street, so, I wanted to mention that. We’ve been
there for about 10 years. Love the neighborhood. It’s quiet. There’s only 9 houses on the street.
Most of the people on the street have been there for over 10 years. Our neighbors have been there for
about 30. A couple of our neighbors have been there for about 30 years. Two things majorly that |
want to just kind of point out, is this is the last rural... I mean, our neighborhood is a rural area;
however, this is the last bit of that street that is left to be developed so it kind of gives us that rural
feeling. As we know, Stafford is kind of fading in some areas with ruralness but we kind of like that
about the neighborhood. We never anticipated for that section to be built. We know it was
commercial, but it was one of those things where you just never really anticipated it would be built up.
But our other concern is with three additional houses being proposed, that’s additional traffic down our
street. It’s not a drive-through, you know, throughway; it is a cul-de-sac. So, you’re going to have
more traffic coming down into the cul-de-sac, you know, delivery trucks, you know, people passing
the house they’ve gotta go down and turn, visitors and such. The speed limit on that street is already
30 miles an hour which | think is too high. | have a 5 year old and we are on the street constantly
playing, as well as other kids that are in the neighborhood and grandkids. So, that would be my
concern in the additional traffic down that street and just the overall three houses I think would just
completely take away the feel of that neighborhood. And looking at the proposed houses, | kind of
don’t feel like they completely match all of the houses. We kind of have a... every house on that street
is a bit different. And I know we’ve done lots of renovations to our house to make it look a little bit
different as well. So, that’s kind of... those are my points. Thank you for hearing me.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you very much. Is there anybody else who would like to come forward and
speak?

Mr. Koenig: My name is Shane Koenig. | live directly across from that parcel and I’ve been there
since 2002. And the same thing that Tina said. It’s a nice place. It’s the last part of woods on that
street. And I’m directly across from it. And I can see it just impacting things like you said with cars,
traffic. We get a lot of traffic from Rose Hill; they think it’s that street. They come down ours all the
time. That’s just more traffic for us. And it looks like one of the driveways may be directly across
from my driveway which that might be problems with in and out, not a whole lot, but. I’d be okay
with one house over there, that’d be great. I have no problem people living there. But I think three
houses would be a little bit too much for that property. It’s a very small narrow long property and I
can just see all the trees just going away. But I think one house would be no problem at all. Other
than that, that’s about it. Thank you for your time.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you sir. Is there anybody else in the chambers who would like to come forward
and speak? Okay, seeing no one else, and before I close the public hearing, I’'m going to bring it back
to the Commission. Ms. Barnes, this is in your district. Do you want... I know you had some
questions about public notice. Would you prefer to keep the public hearing open?

Ms. Barnes: Yeah, at this time | would, Steven. | do have some concerns about that. You know, |
actually like to have a little more notification than just the properties that are immediately abutting the
specific project because honestly the impact goes far beyond just the neighbors that are exactly right
next to that specific project. My concerns about this are primarily that the notification. | think that it
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would behoove us at this point to defer this so that we can get some better notification and | think we
have some folks here that live very close and they didn’t even know about it, s0. And especially over
the holidays I think that I would like to defer this, I think it’s to the first meeting in February to give
me some time to really look into this. And especially with COVID and over the holidays, | think 1
need that time to do that. Of course, we’ve all brought up the other problems that we’ve seen with
that, but we can discuss that later if we keep the public hearing. I’d like to see the accident reports for
that part of the street because, you know, Mountain View has become highly populated and the road
there doesn’t seem to be able to handle a lot of the traffic that’s going out there. And it is only 3
houses, but every single house and every single car counts. So, for those two reasons, and I won’t go
into any other... the problems that I have with the project other than the obvious; it seems like the
proffers don’t mitigate adequately the level of service deficits that we’re going to see in the schools
and public safety. | would like to make a motion to defer.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, there’s a motion to defer... inaudible, being talked over.

Ms. Barnes: The first meeting in February.

Mr. English: Second.

Mr. Apicella: Okay, thank you Mr. English. Any further comments Ms. Barnes?

Ms. Barnes: No, | think | covered it.

Mr. Apicella: Mr. English?

Mr. English: No.

Mr. Apicella: Anybody else?

Mr. Bain: Could I ask Mr. Geouge a gquestion?

Mr. Apicella: Sure.

Mr. Bain: Alright, give him a minute to get back up. Thinking about the inadequate proffers, but
you’ve said if they were to do a family subdivision then those would go away. At what point is that
decision made? Are we... in this rezoning, if we were to approve it tonight, are they — I don’t know
how to phrase this. Let me put it this way — if we were to deny it because they did not have sufficient
proffers, could they then come back and say, well, we’re going to do a family subdivision so we don’t
have to worry about proffers. At what point does the family subdivision decision come into play?

Mr. Geouge: Well, my understanding is the applicant wanted to keep their options open as far as that’s
concerned. They didn’t mention a potential of a family subdivision, but I’d have to defer to them if
they’d be willing to commit to that. Just a clarification on the proffers. So, if they went with a family
subdivision, then the waterline extension would not apply.

Mr. Bain: Right.

Mr. Geouge: However, the remainder of the proffers would still because...
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Mr. Bain: Oh, okay.

Mr. Geouge: ... it doesn’t state that it exempts them from those particular proffers.
Mr. Bain: Okay, just the waterline would disappear.

Mr. Geouge: Correct.

Mr. Bain: Okay, thank you.

Mr. Randall: Yes, | have a couple questions.

Mr. Apicella: Sorry, go ahead.

Mr. Randall: | feel for you, having to do that public waterline. I know that’s an issue and I know it
cuts into the benefits of selling the property and breaking it up into 3 lots and so on and so forth. The
problem is, is that I can’t use that to mitigate what’s required for our schools or for transportation or
for public safety. | think we would be doing the County a disservice, without being able to do better
than, you know, $1,000, you know. Find some way to meet us halfway. Find some way to put it on a
piece of paper and say it’s going to cost us this much to do this. You know, this is how much I’'m
going to get for profit, this is how much I’'m going to spend, you know. Every developer who comes
into Stafford County understands that they’re going to have to mitigate schools, they’re going to have
to mitigate fire and safety, they’re going to have to mitigate transportation. They all know that. And
they all figure out a way to do that, even when we have them do other things that are required. Right.
So, you have to figure out a way to do that. You know, if you come back and say we’ve done
everything we possibly can and all we can get is the $20,000; we can’t get the 26 but we can get the
20. And I’'m not giving you that number, don’t get me wrong. Right. That’s just a hypothetical
number, right. But you’ve got to do something. A thousand means to me you made no effort. You’ve
got to do something for the County, because the County needs that; they need those funds. So, I’1l tell
you, I’'m a no until we can figure out a way to make sure that the rest of the County, the level of
services deficits can be adjudicated. Thank you.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you Mr. Randall. Any other comments? Okay, seeing none, there’s a motion to
defer this item until the second meet... I’'m sorry, the first meeting in February which would be
February 10, 2021, if that’s the way the calendar ends up being allocated for us when we decide on a
calendar in January. So, I’'m going to go and do a roll call vote. Mr. Bain?

Mr. Bain: Aye.

Mr. Apicella: Ms. Barnes?

Ms. Barnes: Aye.

Mr. Apicella: Mr. Cummings?

Mr. Cummings: Aye.

Mr. Apicella: Mr. English?
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Mr. English: Yes.

Mr. Apicella: Mr. McPherson?

Mr. McPherson: Yes.

Mr. Apicella: Mr. Randall?

Mr. Randall: Yes.

Mr. Apicella:  And Mr. Apicella votes aye. Motion to defer carries unanimously. Thank you

everybody. I think staff knows the additional information that’s been requested and needs to be

provided at the February meeting. Okay, Mr. Harvey, next item?

2. CUP19152654; Conditional Use Permit — Embrey Mill Phase 2A - A request for a conditional
use permit to allow 168 multi-family and 80 townhouse retirement housing units within the PD-
2, Planned Development 2 Zoning District on a portion of Tax Map Parcel No. 29-53
(Property). The Property consists of 20.3 acres, and is located at the end of Boxelder Drive in

the Embrey Mill subdivision, within the Garrisonville Election District. (Time Limit:
February 26, 2021)

Mr. Harvey: Mr. Chairman, the next item on the agenda is consideration of a conditional use permit
for retirement housing within the Embrey Mill neighborhood with the Garrisonville District. Mike
Zuraf will be making the presentation for staff.

Mr. Zuraf: Good evening Mr. Chairman, members of the Planning Commission. Mike Zuraf with the
Planning and Zoning Department. So, as Mr. Harvey mentioned, this is a conditional use permit for
Embrey Mill. And the specific request here is a consideration of a conditional use permit to allow
retirement housing in the PD-2 Zoning District. We have Newland Real Estate Group as the applicant,
and this is in the Garrisonville Election District. The area covers 20.3 acres on a portion of Tax Map
29-53. The property is located at the terminus of internal neighborhood streets within Sections 11 and
12 of Embrey Mill. The adjacent properties generally surrounding this site are zoned PD-2 as part of
Embrey Mill, but other areas surrounding Embrey Mill, you have R-1, Suburban Residential around to
the north, kind of in west, north, and east, and then you also have surrounding the site some A-1 zoned
properties. Although this aerial view identifies the site as wooded, the site has recently been cleared.
Plans are currently under review for construction of lots and infrastructure with the continued
development of Embrey Mill. There are existing wetlands and Resource Protection Areas along the
northern and eastern boundary of this phase of development. And you can see the planned location of
some of the neighborhood streets in this image. So, this image shows the entirety of the Embrey Mill
development; it’s in the darker gray shading. Also, with this image, north is rotated to the right. The
property was rezoned in 2001 to the current PD-2 zoning, with proffers. These proffers permitted up
to 1,455 single-family detached, 314 townhomes, and 301 multi-family units, and 176 commercial
apartments in the development. Also, a proffer requires 348 of the units to be reserved for senior
housing; 248 of these units are proposed with this action. The remaining 100 units are proposed within
the commercial area of the development that’s down closer to Courthouse Road. The original plan
identified the retirement housing in the middle... would be located in the middle of the project off of
Mine Road; that’s where the red star is located. That area has been relocated throughout the
development of the project as some of the concepts of... development concepts have changed over the
years since this project had taken so long; it is pretty large. The... as a result of several technical
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changes to the preliminary plan, the new area proposes in 2A. Phase 2A is the last phase of the
development. The residential portion of Embrey Mill is generally progressed from the south to north.
This General Development Plan identifies the proposed layout of the retirement housing, including the
multi-family and townhouse units. Access is via the internal subdivision streets, and this is area is not
proposed to be gated like some retirement communities are. The development includes 15 3-story
multi-family buildings that will be up to 45 feet in height. The applicant noted that some of the
buildings that are along slopes may end of having 4 stories on one side, on the rear side, but you’d
have 3 stories up by the front. Each building will consist of either 10 or 12 condominium units. On
the other half of the development are 80 townhouse units. The townhouse units will consist of two
levels and be what’s kind of known as villa style units. This means that they will have generally a
larger footprint, a larger building footprint than a typical townhouse unit. The applicants mentioned
that they envision these being 24 feet wide by 60 feet deep. This would accommodate single level
living, so the main level of these units would consist of a master bedroom and then your kitchen and
living space on that main level. The second level would accommodate additional bedrooms for guests.
There would be additional parking around all the multi-family buildings in addition to garage spaces
within each building for multi-family units. The General Development Plan indicated additional
parking also located along some of the neighborhood streets between these two types of units. There
also is a recreational center planned adjacent to the multi-family and townhouse units, and that is
generally in this area. This recreational area is required in the proffers for Embrey Mill and would also
serve the surrounding other sections in this area of Embrey Mill. The applicant indicated that this...
they’re still in the planning phases of this recreational center, but they envision it including a
clubhouse type building with meeting rooms, a fitness center, also some outdoor amenities may
include pickleball courts and bocce ball courts. There also would be a network of sidewalks to provide
pedestrian accessibility to this recreation area. This image shows the method of access to this area.
Probably the most direct route from Mine Road over to the location of these units via the red dashed
line. There would be a secondary emergency access provided, that’s in the area of the blue circle.
Zooming in on that, that secondary emergency access would be provided via a stormwater
management pond access road that would run over from this area to Mine Road, and that access road
would be gated. The Comp Plan Future Land Use map classifies the property as in the Suburban land
use designation. That’s what that yellow shading identifies from the Future Land Use map. The Comp
Plan states that Suburban areas of the County are areas where suburban scale development is most
appropriate. The proposed development is generally consistent with many of the recommended
development standards for the Suburban designation as described in the plan. Some of the
recommendations though suggest that development densities within Suburban future land use
designations are recommended to not exceed 3 dwelling units per acre for residential development.
Also, dwelling types, other than single-family detached units, may be allowed on a case-by-case basis.
Staff notes that these townhouse and condominium units have been approved element and required
element per the Embrey Mill development and proffers. The proposed architectural design is
consistent with many of the features which conform with the Neighborhood Development Standards
Plan. A proposed condition would require the buildings be constructed in conformance with the styles
and materials depicted on the architectural renderings. So, a Comprehensive Plan amendment was
initiated to modify the Neighborhood Development Standards Plan to incorporate design standards for
senior housing. These standards would apply to the project proposed with this conditional use permit.
The Planning Commission though is in the process of reviewing the draft standards; they have not been
adopted yet by the Board; however, staff points out the following aspects of the project would conform
to some of the guidelines. Sites in the Urban Services Area... looking at first the location criteria, the
sites in the Urban Service Area and close proximity to 95 and integrated into an existing planned
community with a variety of amenities and services. With regarding the proximity to community and
recreation amenities as noted in the General Development Plan, this area is immediately adjacent to a
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recreation area that’s required as part of the development. Also, there are several fire and safety
measures; enhanced fire sprinkler systems and standpipe system to improve fire accesses would be
included in the multi-family buildings. There would also be a requirement for non-combustible
building materials on the first level of the exterior to minimize the potential for the spread of fire.
There would also be a requirement for one elevator in each of the multi-family buildings. Each
elevator would be required to have emergency back-up power. Also, there will be garage parking
provided for all these units with internal access to the units. There are several proposed conditions that
would limit the development to 168 age-restricted multi-family units and 80 single-family attached
retirement housing units; would provide the enhanced commercial fire sprinkler and standpipe systems
for fire protection as I’ve noted; also, it would include the elevator requirement with emergency power;
there would be the emergency access for ingress/egress as | identified on the General Development
Plan through the stormwater area; also a requirement for the development to include an emergency...
inaudible... and provide an emergency evacuation response plan for the residents; also, it would
require the buildings be constructed in conformance with the exhibits provided; require the exterior
materials as | mentioned before to minimize fire. Also, the dumpster enclosure, those materials would
be required to be consistent with the type and color of primary buildings. And then, the open space
park in the recreational area located adjacent to the site would need to be constructed prior to the first
occupancy permit of any of these units. So, looking at the overall evaluation, there’s several positives.
The proposal is generally consistent with the land use recommendations in the Comp Plan; it’s
consistent with the established residential uses in the vicinity of the site; the proposed conditions help
ensure negative impacts are mitigated; and the building design is consistent with architectural
guidelines in many of the senior housing guideline recommendations. A negative aspect is the
secondary emergency access to Mine Road would not be constructed to VDOT standards or accepted
for public road maintenance. Overall, staff is generally supportive of the application and recommends
approval with the conditions pursuant to Resolution R20-380. That ends my presentation.

Mr. Apicella: Thank you Mr. Zuraf. Questions for staff?

Mr. McPherson: Mike, | just have one quick question. The one thing that really popped up when |
was reviewing this was the emergency access will not be built by VDOT standards. Doesn’t it have to
be? Why would we allow something to be built that doesn’t meet VDOT standards?

Mr. Zuraf: Well, that would be if it’s going to be a road that would be turned over for public
maintenance. So, the point there is that it’s going to just basically be that access is left up to private
maintenance as opposed to it becoming a publicly maintained access point.

Mr. McPherson: Oh, so it’s the public maintenance that you... okay.

Mr. English: It would have a gate across it, wouldn’t it?

Mr. Zuraf: There would be a gate requirement, too, for safety purposes so people couldn’t just freely
be using that as a way in and out.

Mr. McPherson: Okay, so there’s still no issues with, you know, fire trucks or anything getting in
there?

Mr. Zuraf: It’s going to... when this goes through construction plan review, the Fire Marshal’s Office

is going to be reviewing that to make sure it’s designed adequately so they could get a fire truck back
there.
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Mr. McPherson: That was my concern, for public safety. Okay, thank you.

Mr. Apicella: Other questions? Okay, Mike, just for some context here, with the Board’s approval we
may be scheduling for a public hearing. The Commission’s proposed senior housing guidelines later in
the meeting today and we worked on these guidelines over several months to promote disability and
universal design across various types of housing communities and housing types. As | recall, the
purpose of the design guidelines is to enhance senior access mobility and safety. Can you summarize
some of the onsite and unit features that we’ve recommended in our draft guidelines?

Mr. Zuraf: Yeah, so, those guidelines, they look at different aspects of development of senior housing,
and so when it gets to issues of site design, that is focusing on the aspects such as providing safe
walkways, continuous level walkways around the development; providing adequate lighting of
walkways; also, including ground level kind of site lighting so pathways are well lit; providing
adequate parking for guests so there’s not an issue of people parking out on, you know, areas that
might be unsafe. Some of the other amenities for the residents, providing accessible landscaped
outdoor areas, maybe patio spaces, a variety of seating areas, also providing seating along walkways
and pathways. Then there’s also some aspects of unit features; that’s where you get into the universal
design aspect of features within units. And that gets to issue with wide enough entry areas at the
entrance to the units. Some of the aspects get to providing accessible bathrooms; you know, a wide
enough hallway leading to accessible bathrooms; doorway entrances being at least 36 inches wide;
providing clear floor space within the bathrooms; installing grab bars in showers; not having, or having
removable thresholds as you go from the bathroom into the shower stall. And then features that would
addre